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Destroyed backyards, disturbed soccer stadiums and ravaged parks are just a few of problems
wild boars cause in Berlin. Fear and feeding (9%) and an ambivalent public opinion about wild
boars intensify the problem between humans and wild animals.
Only the people concerned are considered in the analysis. The differing stakeholders, their con-
cerns, opinions and behaviour (pro 37%, contra 23% ambivalent 36%) as well sources of informa-
tion for the public have been examined. The main sources of information about wild boars for the
public are: the press (64%), friends (57%) and television (56%).
For this purpose, 485 questionnaires (return rate approximately 97%) collected at public events
in Berlin City have been evaluated.
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Uni{tena dvori{ta te poharani nogometni stadioni i parkovi samo su neki od problema koje
divlje svinje uzrokuju u Berlinu. Strah i hranjenje (9%) i ambivalentno mi{ljenje javnosti o divljim
svinjama samo poja~avaju problem izme|u ljudi i divljih `ivotinja.
U analizu su uklju~eni ljudi kojih se problem ti~e. Ispitana su razli~ita gledi{ta, zabrinutosti,
mi{ljenja i pona{anje (za 37%, protiv 23%, ambivalentnih 36%), kao i izvor informacija ispitane publike.
Glavni izvori informacija o divljim svinjama za javnost su: tisak (64%), prijatelji (57%) i televizija (56%).
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INTRODUCTION
Destroyed parks and green belts next to roads, destroyed stadiums and back-
yards are instances of damage mainly caused by the wild boar in Berlin; in addition
there are damaged fences, car accidents (653 wild boars were hit in the hunting sea-
son of 2004/2005), and injuries to people, raising conflicts between the citizens con-
cerned and wild boar (EHLERT, 2004). Conflicts result in threats to the health and
safety of people and companion animals (ADAMS et al., 2006). Another sector of
conflicts is the different goals of residents towards this wildlife problem (CONOVER,
1997) and wildlife resources (ADAMS et al., 2006).
In the past few years the wild boar population has clearly increased and is now
invading urban areas. Direct contact with the animals often leads to anxiety or fear,
increasing the demands for the reduction of the wild boar population (EHLERT, 2004).
The expansion of the human population, at the rate of 176 people a minute
(FRANK, 2001), and the continuous expansion of the living space necessary for hu-
mans lead to the limitation of natural habitats. Numerous borders of habitats shar-
ed by humans and animals overlap, meaning that more and more wild animals are
forced to seek their habitat in urban areas (RUTBERG, 1997). In case the habitats of
wild animals necessarily overlap with those of humans (KRAUSMAN, 2002) and the
differing interests of humans and wild animals create conflict situations. That
means that conflicts between humans and wildlife have increased in parallel to ur-
banisation (ADAMS et al., 2006).
RUTBERG (1997) showed that differing opinions can be a reason for such conflicts.
On the one hand the animal activist thinks »let nature take its course« and on the
other hand the deer haters call for the extermination of deer in their closest envi-
ronment.
Up to a certain degree people and wildlife coexist peacefully and many people en-
joy the close vicinity of wildlife as long as some problems such as accidents (STOUT et
al., 1997) and damage to gardens and parks (DIAMOND, 1992), homes and livestock
do not occur and do not reach unacceptable or intolerable levels (DECKER, 1991).
For this reason, and because of urban sprawl and suburban development, hu-
man-wildlife conflicts can be expected to grow (DECKER & GAVIN 1987).
In order to ascertain if such an intolerable level has already been reached, an
analysis of the attitudes of urban and suburban dwellers should be used to create
the basis of management concepts, as was done in the study of KÖNIG (2007).
In this case the goal is to reach those affected by reason of their place of resi-
dence. To create an effective instrument for the local government of Berlin City, it is
necessary to analyse the people concerned instead of the people who are not even
aware of the wild boar problem in Berlin. Therefore the analysis of the possible
public opinions of people concerned and the points of interest which have to be
clarified by the ministries should serve the civil service as tools for the basis of
their decisions for communication and management planning. By discerning the
problems and the group of persons affected, it is now possible to provide education
and funnel appropriate information via the correct channels so that the Berlin pop-
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ulation concerned should have an informed reaction towards the wild boar in their
city.
This paper will serve to test out the following propositions:
1. One opinion prevalent among the people concerned is »Wild boars are a
plague and should be shot«.
2. Another opinion of people concerned is: »Wild boars are a valuable feature
and should be fed«.
Besides these two propositions, the sources of knowledge of the people con-
cerned and the part of feeding citizens will also be examined.
The close connection and interactive relationship between animals and people as
shown in GILES (1987) and the fact that people have a direct effect on resource man-
agement decisions is the reason that the sector of human dimensions has become a
subdiscipline of wildlife management (DECKER et al., 1989). Public opinion is a mir-
ror of civic concerns. With a characterisation of citizen concerns, it is possible to get
detailed background information (LAUBER & KNUTH, 2004). That is why the human
aspect is an important part of wildlife management (KRAUSMAN, 2002) and the at-
titudes and opinions of stakeholders have to be considered in wildlife management
concepts (ADAMS et al., 2005, DECKER et al., 2001, KRAUSMAN 2002).
It is thus important to intervene within the sector of human dimensions so as to
reduce the potential for conflict in Berlin City.
Social empirical and statistical analyses in the form of a survey with question-
naires have been chosen to confirm or deny the aforementioned propositions. It is
the aim of this study to reach people who are specifically affected by reason of their
residence, not other inhabitants of Berlin who are not so impacted.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Study Area
Berlin is one of the most wooded metropolises with 20 % of woodland area (1700
ha). There are many woodland and urban boundary areas within Berlin where many
wild boar sightings and encounters are registered (also see Fig. 1). Even these natu-
ral areas and greenbelts often exacerbate the problem (DECKER & GAVIN, 1987).
Description of socially empirical methods:
The questionnaire itself was taken over by the Wildlife Biology and Management
Unit, Chair of Animal Ecology, Technische Universität München. It was previously
used there in order to collect data about the problems of foxes in Grünwald (KÖNIG,
2007).
For the purposes of the Berlin case the questionnaire was modified so as to deal
with wild boar rather than foxes. The questionnaire had to serve as a quantity gauge
(ATTESLANDER, 1991). The questions of the survey are divided into seven categories.
Alternative questions which can be answered with a simple yes/no (ATTESLAN-
DER, 1991) and questions which can be ticked, which in theory represent the same
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(a tick means »I agree«) are included in this »representative cross-section survey«
(ATTESLANDER, 1991) through a standardised questionnaire. Besides these, there are
20 multiple choice questions in the form of a scale with four evaluation criteria sup-
plied (ATTESLANDER, 1991) (in the categories »Attitude towards wild boar« and
»Handling of wild boar in the city«).
The questions are all close-ended questions with one exception. The only open-
ended question is in the category »Attitude towards wild boar«. This question
should serve to reveal citizen concerns that the science staff may not have shared or
recognized (LAUBER & KNUTH, 2004).
The questionnaire was distributed at various public events or nature fairs (Bat
Fair, Open Day, Forest Fair »Berliner Holz«, and Ecological Fair/Autumn Fair)
where the contact person could be approached personally.
The events all took place in areas which are directly affected by wild boar or in
areas adjacent to wild boar hotspots (Köpenick/Treptow, Zehlendorf/Steglitz,
Spandau, Charlottenburg/Wilmersdorf, Reinickendorf). Almost all of the visitors of
the events, and hence the participants in the poll, came from various areas (also see
Fig. 1). The vast majority came from the areas where the most of the wild boars are
found and where therefore the most problems occur.
236 Kotulski, Y. & König, A.: Conflicts, crises and challenges: wild boar in the Berlin City ...
Fig. 1. Overview of Hotspot areas (wild boar occurrence) and public events (Survey
area). Based on data from Mr. Derk Ehlert (Stadentwicklung Berlin)
The questionnaire (along with writing implements) was given to residents while
they were taking a rest during one of the public events. Furthermore, face-to-face in-
terviews were carried out, to ensure that the questionnaire reached the people con-
cerned. The participants were not pre-selected but chosen at random. These factors
resulted in a return quota of 97% of the questionnaires. Virtually none of the ques-
tioned people refused to fill out the survey. The 485 completed questionnaires gath-
ered during these public events in the City of Berlin were evaluated and analysed.
Statistics
The basic accumulated data without the input mask and summary elements were
copied into the SPSS.15 analysis programme and analysed. The results were calcu-
lated with chi2 – tests, cross-classified tables, rate of recurrence table and correlations.
RESULTS
Contra Wild Boar: »Wild boar are a plague and should be reduced«
(Frequency table analysis)
»Plague«
The results clearly confirm the first part of this proposition. The excess numbers
of wild boars are considered by a 59 % majority (p<0.001) of the questioned partici-
pants in Berlin to be a plague. Just as many were of the opinion that wild boar
have no business in the city. It is particularly clear that wild boars are considered a
plague in this situation (compare Tab. 1 & Tab. 4).
»Shot«
The second part of this proposition, that »wild boar should be shot«, can be par-
tially confirmed. The questioned participants in Berlin are pretty much split in their
opinion concerning a radical reduction of the number of wild boar in the city (44%,
p>0.05). This confirms the part of the thesis that this opinion clearly exists but does
not stand for a majority. The analysis shows though, that the desired radical reduc-
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Tab. 1. Wild boars are a plague and should be reduced
Contra Wild boars I agree
%
Wild boars are a plague
Wild boars should not be in the town
Wild boars should be massively reduced
Wild boars should be shot







tion does not necessarily imply »shooting«, rather, non-lethal methods. 74% of the
participants do not want to have the direct responsibility for the death (p<0,001) of
the animals being shot (compare Tab. 1 & Tab. 4).
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Tab. 2. Wild boars are a valuable feature
Pro Wild boars I agree
%
Wild boars are not a disturbance
Wild boars should be tolerated
It is nice to see wild boars
Not afraid of wild boar
Wild boars should not be greatly reduced
Wild boars should be shot









Tab. 3. Number of feeding / not feeding participants
Feeding I agree
%
I feed pets in my backyard
I feed wildlife in my backyard
I feed wild boars






Tab. 4. Significance – overview

































Do not feed wild boars
Fear (afraid about wild boar)
















Pro Wild Boar: »Wild boars are a valuable feature and should be fed«
(Frequency table analysis)
»A valuable feature«
That wild boar do not cause any conflicts cannot be confirmed unanimously.
Only half of the participants were of this opinion (p>0.05). At this point the general
public opinion is divided. On the other hand 86% of the participants are of the
opinion that the wild boar should be tolerated. A larger portion of the participants
(77%) enjoy sightings of wild boar and confirm that they feel that the wild boars
are a valuable feature (compare Tab. 2 & Tab. 4).
»Feeding«
A majority of the questioned people are against feeding wildlife, but despite this,
9% of the questioned people, a proportion that should not be underestimated, want
to feed the animals. The actual percentage of people that do feed animals can be
confirmed: 9 % feed the animals and 88 % do not. 14% of the participants feed their
pets in their backyard and 32% feed wildlife. Therefore this is another food supply
for the wild boar (compare Tab. 3).
Ambivalent Public Opinion
(Cross table analysis)
»Wild boars are a plague and should be reduced« and »Wild boars are a valuable
feature and should be fed«
A significant (p<0.05) part of the participants (33%) consider a certain amount of
wild boar a plague but do not see wild boar as a disturbance. Even more Berlin
participants do not want wild boar in town but at the same time they feel that wild
boar are not a disturbance (47%). The same attitude can be seen in relation to a rad-
ical reduction of wild boar. On the other hand the same people enjoy seeing them
and do not regard them as a disturbance (more than 40%, almost highly signifi-
cant). The most noteworthy example of the ambivalent attitude of the Berlin partic-
ipants is the opinion that wild boars have no business in the city and at the same
time they enjoy seeing them (52%). The most ambivalent and radical attitude is that
12% of the citizens do not think that wild boar are a disturbance, but want them to
be shot (p<0.001), (compare Tab. 5).
»The regain of the ecological balance vs. population number of wild boar«
On this topic, too, public opinion is divided, 42% (p<0.001), between the citizens
that think that humans have to restore the ecological balance in relation to the wild
boar in Berlin, but at the same time they do not want the wild boar to be shot. 28%
(p<0.001) do not even want their reduction (lethal or non-lethal).
The most significant example of the extremely ambivalent attitude and opinion
of the Berlin public is the fact that 26% (p<0.05) say that wild boars have a right to
live but they claim at the same time that they should be shot. (Compare Tab. 5)
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Consequence
According to a cross table analysis, the following opinion of people concerned
can be exposed. Round about quarter of the people concerned have a negative atti-
tude towards wild boar in Berlin City, a good third a positive and also a good third
an ambivalent point of view (compare Tab. 5).
»Where do the Berlin citizens get their knowledge about wild boar from?«
The ranking of the most important sources of information (compare Tab. 6):
Important: Less important:
ö Newspapers (64%) ÷ Public Information Events (9%)
ö Friends (57%) ÷ Forest Newspaper (7%)
ö Television (56%) ÷ Official Folder (6%)
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Tab. 5. Ambivalent attitude
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Not in town / not a disturbance
Not in town / nice to see
Reduce / not a disturbance
Reduce / nice to see
Shoot / not a disturbance1
Restore ecological balance / shoot
Restore ecological balance / reduce



















































1Percentages missing to 100% are »Others«
Tab. 6. Participants’ source of knowledge about wild boar




















Berlin was chosen for this research project due to the existing wild boar problem
in urban part of Berlin.
It is necessary to employ a demographic communicative basis because such in-
formation can influence management techniques (LAUBER & KNUTH, 2004). The
questionnaire was chosen as a method to describe public opinion. The advantage of
this was that there was a reliable and a prompt return of the forms of about 97%
(n = 485). As generally a return quota between 10 % and 90 % can be expected
(BORTZ, 1984, DIEKMANN, 1997, ROTH, 1987) the quota in Berlin was above average.
The return quota was however contingent on the number of visitors. Events which
are reliant on self propaganda and also the weather risk a low turn-out. The popu-
larity and reputation of the event are also to be considered. A high return of ques-
tionnaires depends upon the willingness of the persons questioned to take the nec-
essary time to complete the form (BONTADINA et al., 2001). This is particularly
noticeable during lively events.
The first proposition that public opinion among those concerned would main-
tain that »wild boars are a plague in the city and should be reduced« was proved,
and the second thesis that »wild boars are a valuable addition and should be fed«
was also present, but not without limitations. In addition the participants of Berlin
have an ambivalent opinion.
That means in numbers that 37% of the Berlin public have a »pro-attitude« to
wild boars in their city, 23% a »contra-attitude« and 36% an »ambivalent-attitude«
(compare Tab. 5).
Contra Wild Boar
It has become clear in other surveys that wildlife in urban areas is considered a
plague and that a reduction in numbers is demanded. WHITTAKER (2001) came to
similar results in a survey held in Anchorage. 50 % of humans were for a massive
reduction of the number of elks, whereas 34 % were against such a measure.
Also DECKER & GAVIN (1987) reported comparable statistics: 52 % of people who
had already suffered damage from deer demanded a reduction of their numbers.
In Berlin, 44 % demanded a large reduction of the number of wild boars, whereas
50 % were against that (compare Tab. 1).
Reduction in this survey was not synonym with killing as 67% were against wild
boars being killed in Berlin. Even though to deport wild boars from Berlin is tech-
nically and financially just as impossible as to move foxes out of the Munich area
(KÖNIG, 2007), most of the people questioned obviously reckoned with this thought
and other non-lethal methods. This is in accordance with Messmer et al. (1997) who
recognized that the people concerned preferred methods excluding killing animals.
Similarly, the persons concerned in New York favoured deer being removed with-
out being destroyed (STOUT et al., 1997). Particularly in urban areas, wildlife manag-
ers should consider several methods other than the killing of the animals (LOKER et
al., 1999).
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Pro Wild Boar
Various studies come to variously contradictory results when considering
whether wildlife is a valuable feature and should be fed inside urban areas. DECKER
& GAVIN (1987) received the result from 57 % of the population in Islip, New York,
that it is nice to have wildlife, in this case deer, in the immediate neighbourhood. In
a study by CONNELLY (1987) 85% were pro wildlife in the neighbourhood (LOKER &
DECKER, 1998).
KÖNIG (2007) proves that about 50% of people questioned do not mind foxes, but
only 25% tolerate foxes in their gardens.
The Berlin participants think in the same way about their wild boar as the
Grünwald inhabitants about their foxes. Approximately 52 % feel that the wild boar
is not troublesome, but only 16 % regard the wild boar as part of nature when it is
in their garden (compare Tab. 2).
Feeding Wild Boar
51 % of the people questioned in Zürich-Wiedikon feed wild animals or birds at
least for certain periods (BONTADINA et al., 2001). In Berlin 32% are willing to feed
wild animals (compare Tab. 3). In Islip, New York, 20% of the citizens feed deer
(DECKER & GAVIN, 1987). More people feed deer there than feed wild boar in Berlin;
nevertheless 9 % is in absolute terms a great number of citizens feeding the boar in
Berlin. Considering a population of 3.4 million inhabitants in Berlin, this means
that approximately 340.000 people feed the wild boar, which of course has a consid-
erable influence on the problems of wild boar in the urban area.
Ambivalent opinion
This expresses itself as follows:
• On one hand the participants see wild boar as a plague, but on the other hand
they are of the opinion that wild boars in the city are not a disturbance.
• Many are of the opinion that the human race should restore the ecological bal-
ance but few want the animals to be killed.
• A large portion of the Berlin participants think that wild boars have a right to
live but on the other hand vote about the shooting of wild boar in the city.
There is not only a black and white thinking population concerned but also an
opinion that is quite inhomogeneous.
With the help of the collected data it has been able to recognise that it is neces-
sary to start a public opinion campaign through the media. The population con-
cerned in Berlin is ambivalent in their attitude toward wild boar in the city, which
is especially apparent when it appears in one and the same person.
The public’s source of knowledge about wild boar
To a very slight extent, a common public campaign reached the Berlin public. In re-
lation to the survey of KÖNIG (2007) in Grünwald, the newspaper is also the primary
source of knowledge for the Berlin public. Word of mouth and television are the other
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sources with a greater influence. Television is one of the most important sources of in-
formation (KÖNIG, 2007). With this knowledge it is now possible for public depart-
ments to choose the most effective medium to inform the public of Berlin.
Consequences
The attitude of the population concerned towards wildlife in the city is not as
homogenous as this survey indicates. This is also reflected in other publications.
LOKER & DECKER (1998) approved the ambivalent attitude of citizens. They enjoy
having wild animals in their backyard but also feel disturbed or threatened by their
presence.
DECKER & CHASE (1997) add to this discrepancy between the humane treatment
of wildlife and concerns, which, as this study shows, comes particularly to the fore
in one and the same person, Stakeholders’ beliefs are variable as they gain informa-
tion and experience with the situation.
A lack of information can be concluded by this indecisive general opinion. The
study made by Wolfgang Schulz shows that the higher the school education is from
worker to owner, manager or director of larger companies the more ecological their
attitude is (SCHULZ, 1985). HUNZIKER et al. (2001) point out clearly that those citi-
zens who are knowledgeable about the wildlife concerns are either greater support-
ers or greater opponents of the problem (as in the case of Hunziker’s predators).
Furthermore HUNZIKER et al. (2001) comments that additional information can have
strong polarizing effects and that influence should be taken at the level of personal
sets of values rather than at the level of knowledge. It is more appropriate to sup-
ply information via the level of knowledge for the neutral masses. Educational in-
stitutes and other information platforms offer the necessary requirements for pro-
fessional courses (HUNZIKER et al., 2001).
Educational steps should be taken in kindergartens and primary schools in order
to form a stronger ecological awareness (approach to the entire ecosystem). The
moral attitude (concerns about the correct or incorrect treatment of animals and
against exploitation) and the humanist view (love of animals, mainly pets) and the
naturalist’s opinion (love of wildlife and nature) must be removed from their hier-
archical position in order to prioritize the ecological stance of the population (SCHULZ,
1985). Thus a general understanding and a point of view closely linked to nature
can be developed, which will provide the general public with an objective, realistic
and a nature-orientated approach.
Furthermore an understanding for animals in the urban areas is formed, which
permits a realistic behaviour towards and contact with the animals.
CONCLUSION
The usual kind of public campaign from the local government reached the per-
sons concerned to a very small extent (6%–9%). Of this, just a good third was
reached effectively.
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Television, print media and the press and oral communication must be influ-
enced to such a degree that educational work can bear fruit. »The contents of this
knowledge must be made more objective. Because an exaggerated love of animals,
which is characteristic of the humanistic attitude, blocks the clear view of the prob-
lems of nature in general« (SCHULZ, 1985). Only in this way can the entire popula-
tion concerned be reached.
Furthermore the general public must be educated not to feed wildlife in their
gardens any more and to put up fences with deep and stable foundations around
gardens, compost heaps and flower and vegetable beds.
As far as the public media is concerned, wildlife managers and wildlife biolo-
gists must work closely with the press, radio and television in order to prevent a
distorted view of animals and nature manifesting itself in the general public
(SCHULZ, 1985).
At the same time, efforts should be made to alter values and general attitudes.
To be more precise, public campaigning and ecological education must be planned
long-term (HUNZIKER et al., 2001).
Therefore a professional management team up of experts in several areas such as
wildlife biology, human dimensions research, citizen participation, educational
communication and others must be created (DECKER & CHASE, 1997). The manage-
ment team under an appropriate leadership together with the people and the afore-
mentioned organisations should react locally in order to relieve the wild boar prob-
lems. The solution is not to remove the wildlife entirely from the city, which is not
possible, but to cultivate tolerance toward wild animals amongst the public
(RUTBERG, 1997). The main goal of the public campaign is to break the custom of
citizens, tourists and hunters to feed wild animals and to make it clear that wild
animals in general do not need to be fed and that they may not be fed, but it will
be difficult to convince the populace that they must change their attitude towards
wildlife (KÖNIG, 2007).
The job is to manage people (ADAMS et al., 2006) and the aim is: »to help people
to live with wildlife in peaceful coexistence« (LOKER & DECKER, 1998).
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